knowledge among team members also helps teams adapt to changing environments, a finding that has particularly important implications for action and negotiation teams (Marks & Zaccaro, 1997; Marks, Zaccaro, & Mathieu, in press ). To enhance our understanding of shared knowledge in teams, researchers have borrowed the term mental model from cognitive psychology and examined the extent to which mental models are similar among team members (e.g., Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Converse, 1993; Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994; Minionis, 1994) .
Although the literature on team mental models (TMMs) is prevalent, their measurement remains a challenge for both researchers and practitioners (Kraiger & Wenzel, 1997; Mohammed, Klimoski, & Rentsch, 2000) . Moreover, the majority of TMM research has been conducted in the laboratory without validation in real team environments (e.g., Heffner, Mathieu, & Goodwin, 1995; Marks et al., in press; Minionis, 1994) . Therefore, more research is needed that (a) identifies better methodologies for assessing TMMs and (b) examines the extent to which laboratory findings with regard to the utility of TMMs generalize to field settings.
Accordingly, the purpose of this study was twofold. First, we present a new methodology for assessing TMMs that has important advantages over existing methods. Second, using this methodology in a field setting, we examine the utility of indices for assessing TMM similarity and TMM accuracy. In the sections that follow, we will describe TMMs and their measurement. We will also describe how performance appraisal practices were applied to develop and validate a new method for measuring TMMs.
TMMs
Mental models have been defined as the mechanisms that allow humans "to generate descriptions of system purpose and form, explanations of system functioning and observed system states, and predictions of future system states" (Rouse & Morris, 1986, p. 360) . Mental models incorporate both knowledge content (i.e., declarative, procedural, or strategic) and knowledge structure (i.e., relationships between components of knowledge content). Mental models are not static; they are both manipulable and changeable (Johnson-Laird, 1983) . They help individuals make sense of situations and select the appropriate courses of action given the circumstances of the situation (Rouse & Morris, 1986) .
The extent to which team members have common knowledge about the task at hand has been referred to as shared or team mental models (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993; Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994) . It is believed that TMMs facilitate coordinated team performance and team decision making, which in turn contributes to the team's overall effectiveness (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993) . Research has shown that the extent to which mental models among team members are similar (i.e., TMM similarity) and accurate (i.e., TMM accuracy) positively relates to effective team coordination and performance (e.g., Heffner et al., 1995; Marks et al., in press; Mathieu et al., 2000; Minionis, 1994) . Despite having only limited empirical research to date, TMMs are beginning to emerge as important constructs to be measured in team research and practice (Mohammed et al., 2000) .
Researchers have described a number of different types of mental models. As a result, it is important to identify which type of mental model is most appropriate for the team under investigation (Kraiger & Wenzel, 1997) . Converse and Kahler (1992) distinguished between declarative, procedural, and strategic mental models. Declarative mental models contain information about the concepts and elements in the domain and about the relationships between them. Procedural mental models store information about the steps that must be taken to accomplish various activities and the order in which these steps must be taken. Strategic mental models are composed of information that provides the basis for problem solving, including action plans to meet specific goals, knowledge of the context in which procedures should be implemented, actions to be taken if a proposed solution fails, and how to respond if necessary information is absent. According to Cannon-Bowers, Tannenbaum, Salas, and Volpe (1995) , declarative mental models are important for the types of tasks performed by decision-making teams, procedural mental models are important for the types of tasks typical for production or assembly teams, and strategic mental models are particularly important for the types of tasks employed by action and negotiation teams.
It is important to note that the content of strategic TMMs can include teamwork and/or taskwork (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993) . Taskwork consists of understanding the activities and action sequences that must be carried out to perform the team's task. Teamwork refers to the communication needs, compensatory behaviors, performance monitoring, and internal coordination strategies. In action teams, the development of appropriate taskwork and/or teamwork strategies is highly task specific and team specific such that strategies employed will vary based on changes in the environmental conditions and/or changes in team membership .
TMM Measurement
Although there are a number of methods for measuring TMMs, no single approach is dominant in the literature (for a review, see Mohammed et al., 2000) . In addition, some approaches appear to be more useful for certain types of mental models than are others. For example, measures of declarative and procedural mental models (e.g., Pathfinder and concept mapping) are well established and have been used with relative success (Kraiger, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1995; Marks et al., in press; Minionis, 1994) . Measures of strategic mental models, on the other hand, are not as well established. Measures also vary in their ability to capture the content of mental models, the structure, or both (Mohammed et al., 2000) . For example, Eby, Meade, Parisi, and Douthitt (1999) recently developed a mental model measure of a specific content area, expectations for teamwork. As a result, TMM measurement may require the development and use of multiple types of measures (Kraiger & Wenzel, 1997) .
Furthermore, existing TMM measures have consistently demonstrated problems for organizational researchers and practitioners (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994) . Some of these problems include (a) confusing instruments, (b) time-consuming questionnaires, and (c) cumbersome administration procedures (e.g., requiring a computer). Such problems are even greater in field settings, in which the time allocated for survey administration may be more limited. In fact, such difficulties have led some researchers to interpret their findings with respect to TMMs post hoc, avoiding the measurement aspect altogether (e.g., Athens, 1982; Kleinman & Serfaty, 1989) . This has led to a recurrent call for faster, more user-friendly, yet valid measures of TMMs (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994; Kraiger & Wenzel, 1997 
Application of Performance Appraisal Practices to TMM Measurement
In this study, we propose a new methodology for assessing TMMs that can be tailored to the team and task of interest. The application of this measurement technique permits an assessment of the content of strategic TMMs. The impetus for this study stems from the cumbersome nature of existing mental model measures, as well as the need for measures of strategic TMMs. The present measure builds on the work of Zaccaro, Shlechter, and Burke (2000) , who developed a similar method for measuring TMMs in a military setting. Our investigation extends the previous application of this method and critically examines the utility of various indices in an effort to assess TMM similarity and accuracy.
The development and implementation of the proposed TMM methodology borrow from many of the traditional performance appraisal practices. For instance, typically when completing a performance appraisal form, raters assess specific behaviors that tap knowledge, skills, and abilities or competencies on a Likert-type scale (Fleenor, Fleenor, & Grossnickle, 1996) . Similarly, using the methodology described in this study, team members rate potential team actions given a specific team scenario on a Likert-type scale.
Second, the scenarios developed for the TMM questionnaire are based on critical incidents (Flanagan, 1954) , another application of performance appraisal practices. Critical incidents have been used widely in performance appraisal practices, particularly when developing behaviorally anchored rating scales. The value of this approach is that it focuses on behaviors that discriminate effective from ineffective performance and that these behaviors are generated by subject matter experts (SMEs) (Schneider & Schmitt, 1986) . With the assistance of SMEs, we developed scenarios that describe specific critical team situations in which a variety of behaviors might be demonstrated. We also developed a list of potential behaviors that the team members could execute given the situation. These behaviors consisted of taskwork activities that were considered to be either effective or ineffective strategies by our SMEs for each situation. Finally, we use interrater agreement and reliability indices typically used in performance appraisal practices to determine the similarity of the team's mental model.
Assessing TMM Similarity and Accuracy
To determine TMM similarity, we calculated both interrater agreement and reliability indices with the data collected, and assessed their utility in predicting team performance. To assess TMM accuracy, we compared the team's mental model (average of the individual team members' mental models) to the expert's mental model (average of the expert's mental models). In this section, we discuss the assessment of similarity and accuracy, issues inherent in the different techniques, and our expectations with regard to the utility of each technique. tinction can help clarify how TMM similarity should be assessed. Specifically, having similar TMMs could mean either having overlapping TMMs, compatible TMMs, or identical TMMs (see Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994) . On one hand, similar mental models may mean that team members share the same pattern of responses or similar (compatible) response profiles (i.e., high interrater reliability or consistency). On the other hand, similar mental models may mean that team members share the same responses in the absolute sense (i.e., high interrater agreement). Therefore, we evaluated the utility of both consistency and consensus indices as measures of TMM similarity. Unraveling the distinction between consistency and consensus is crucial to assessing TMM similarity and contributes to the utility of the new measure proposed in this research.
Consistency.
Measures of consistency are indices of reliability or the proportional consistency of variance among raters. Examples of consistency indices include the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) (McGraw & Wong, 1996; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979) and coefficient alpha (Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992) . High interrater reliability can be obtained if ratings by k judges are different but proportional. Specifically, consistency indices attend to similarity of rank orderings of judges' target ratings (i.e., whether judges' scores correlate with one another) irrespective of whether the scores are the same. Therefore, high interrater reliability can be obtained even when there is little manifest agreement between judges.
The value of examining the consistency of k raters is that raters may have the same pattern of ratings but not perfect agreement because of various rating biases (e.g., halo, restriction of range, etc.). For example, one rater may use values 2 through 4 (e.g., 2, 3, 4, 4) on a 7-point scale, whereas another rater uses 5 through 7 (e.g., 5, 6, 7, 7) on the same scale. A correlational analysis of these ratings would reveal high consistency or similarity in the pattern of ratings, whereas an index of agreement would reveal low consensus. Therefore, in cases in which a researcher expects some systematic variability in the use of a rating scale, an index of consistency may be the most ideal approach (Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992) .
Consensus.
Interrater consensus or agreement refers to the interchangeability among raters. In other words, an index of consensus assesses the extent to which raters make essentially the same ratings (Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992) . James, Demaree, and Wolf (1984) describe interchangeable as the extent to which judges agree on a set of judgments, or the proportion of systematic variance in a set of judgments in relation to some hypothetical random variance in the judgments. High agreement between k raters can exist with low reliability because consistency indices lack power when variance among judges across targets (i.e., parallel items measuring a construct) is restricted (James et al., 1984) . This occurs when agreement between judges across a set of common targets is high. Therefore, consistency measures may not be appropriate to use in such situations. In addition, agreement indices are less sensitive to the number of raters than are specific consistency measures such as coefficient alpha, thus making them more comparable across teams of various sizes (Cortina, 1993; Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992) .
The most frequently used measure of agreement or consensus is r wg or r wg(j) for j essentially parallel items. The r wg(j) formula (James et al., 1984, Equation 2 ) uses the mean within-group variance across all items compared to some hypothetical expected variance distribution of responses. When no response biases are expected, researchers usually employ an expected uniform distribution (s EU 2 ) of responses when calculating r wg(j) . This approach is useful when little variance in judges' responses is expected among groups and across the j items. Kozlowski and Hattrup (1992) argue that consensus measures are a reference for the shared perceptions of k raters.
Recently, Lindell and his colleagues (Lindell & Brandt, 1997 Lindell, Brandt, & Whitney, 1999) have noted several computational and theoretical problems associated with the r wg(j) index that have particular relevance to this research. First, r wg(j) can display irregular behavior when the obtained average response variance exceeds s EU 2 . Consequently, r wg(j) tends to produce severe negatively skewed distributions. Moreover, the r wg(j) formula incorporates the Spearman-Brown correction formula, which is grounded in reliability theory. This is problematic, given that r wg(j) is an agreement index. Furthermore, r wg(j) can create artificially inflated agreement estimates. Specifically, truncating out-of-range values (which occurs when the observed variance is greater than the expected variance) to 0 artificially inflates low agreement values (cf. Lindell & Brandt, 1997; .
In an effort to deal with these limitations, proposed a variation to the r wg(j) formula,r wg j 
TMM Accuracy
TMM accuracy is assessed by comparing a team's mental model to what is believed to be the most accurate (i.e., most correct) TMM, as defined by a set of SMEs (Marks et al., in press ). Researchers have argued that both TMM similarity and TMM accuracy are important predictors of team effectiveness (e.g., Marks et al., in press; Mathieu et al., 2000) . However, TMM accuracy is a distinct construct from TMM similarity in that a team can share accurate or inaccurate information. Marks et al. (in press) found that TMM accuracy and similarity uniquely and positively related to both team coordination and team performance. However, most research to date has examined TMM accuracy in settings in which accuracy is relatively easy to define (e.g., in laboratory settings). Research has yet to examine TMM accuracy in action teams performing in a field environment.
The Present Research
To demonstrate the utility of the proposed TMM measurement methodology, we examined the ability of TMM similarity and accuracy to predict subsequent team performance. Based on our review of the literature and previous empirical studies, we expected that TMM similarity and accuracy would uniquely and positively predict 312 ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH METHODS team performance. With regard to TMM similarity, we further expected that interrater consensus would yield a stronger relationship with performance than would interrater consistency. This is because agreeing on one set of strategic actions (as measured by interrater agreement) is more important for interdependent team performance than simply having correlated strategic knowledge and expectations (as measured by interrater reliability).
Method Participants and Setting
Participants were 147 members (mean age = 28 years, 79% male) of 24 community league basketball teams. Of these, 19 were all-male teams and 5 were all-female teams. Team size ranged from 5 to 12 members. The number of team members who provided complete TMM data per team ranged from 2 to 11 members, with a mean of 5.71 and a standard deviation of 2.51. The number of raters per team varied because (a) not all teams had an equal number of members, and (b) not all members of participating teams chose to complete the survey. In exchange for their participation, participants were provided with discount coupons for a sporting goods store, soft drinks, and a chance to win one of two $25 gift certificates. The 24 teams who participated in this study represent 55% of the total number of teams who played in the community league. The teams played one game per week during the course of the season; male teams played 14 games, whereas female teams played 10 games.
1

Development of the TMM Questionnaire
As described earlier, the TMM questionnaire was developed with extensive help from SMEs. First, together with one SME (an intercollegiate basketball player with some community league experience), we composed four specific scenarios that reflect critical incident situations. Each of the four scenarios described a situation in which the team is losing their championship game, but the four scenarios varied in (a) the amount of time remaining (2 minutes or a full half) and (b) the number of points down (7 or 25). These scenarios were chosen to represent varying degrees of a losing situation requiring different team strategies with the objective of differentiating between effective and ineffective teams.
Next, we asked a set of four SMEs (all tenured high school coaches with at least 15 years' experience) to generate 10 team-level actions that would help a team's success and 10 team-level actions that would harm a team's success in each of the four scenarios. Finally, with the assistance of the first SME, we reduced the number of SMEs' responses to 17 actions based on response redundancy (stated by two or more SMEs) and applicability of actions to the study's setting (community league basketball). This list of actions was then reviewed by one additional SME (who did not participate in the first exercise). The final list consisted of 17 actions that could capture effective, ineffective, and neutral strategies (depending on the scenario). The same 17 actions were used for all four scenarios. By using multiple scenarios in which the same 17 actions could be demonstrated, both TMM similarity and TMM accuracy across scenarios could be assessed. An example of one of the four scenarios from the TMM questionnaire is provided in the appendix. Participants were asked to indicate how effective each action would be given the situation described, with responses ranging from -3 (this action would severely hurt our team's success) to +3 (this action is vital for our team's success). The TMM questionnaire was administered to a set of four SMEs (four different, tenured high school basketball coaches) whose responses were used as a basis for our accuracy measure. The average interrater agreement obtained for the SMEs' ratings across the four scenarios was very high (r wg j ( ) * = .81, range = .72 to .89). In sum, the new TMM measurement method involved four steps: (a) generating multiple critical-incident-based team scenarios with the assistance of SMEs, (b) asking a different set of SMEs to generate behaviors that vary in effectiveness across the team scenarios, (c) reducing the number of behaviors to a reasonable amount with the help of SMEs, and (d) administering the TMM questionnaire to a different set of SMEs to establish a TMM accuracy standard. Note that although we chose team-level behaviors, behaviors at different levels of analyses (e.g., individual level) can also be chosen. The level of analysis chosen should match the level of analysis in which the theory and hypotheses of interest reside (e.g., homogeneous, independent, or heterogeneous) (see Klein, Dansereau, & Hall, 1994) .
Measures
TMM similarity. TMM similarity was assessed using two different indices: coefficient alpha and r wg j ( ) * . 2 The two similarity measures were calculated for each scenario and then averaged across scenarios. To calculate coefficient alphas, we transposed the raw data set so that raters (i.e., team members) were treated as items and actions were treated as cases. We calculated a separate alpha for each scenario for each team. We then averaged the four scenario alphas to generate a single score for each team. Higher levels of alpha indicate higher levels of within-team interrater consistency.
The agreement measure, r wg j ( ) * , was calculated using the formulas provided by Lindell et al. (1999, Equation 5 ). TMM accuracy. TMM accuracy was assessed using one statistical index. First, we calculated individual TMM accuracy scores for each item within each scenario by calculating the absolute difference between each team member's responses and the average response value obtained by the SMEs. TMM accuracy levels were then calculated by averaging the individual team member mental model accuracy scores across the 17 actions and then across the four scenarios. The TMM accuracy index ranges from 0 (completely accurate TMMs) to 6 (completely inaccurate TMMs). Note that the average r wg j ( ) * across teams and scenarios was .73, providing sufficient statistical rationale for aggregating individual responses to the team level (James et al., 1984; Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992) .
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Team performance. Team performance was measured using two indices: season winning percentage and the ratio of points scored by the team to points scored against the team in the season. These two indices were standardized and combined into a single performance measure, standardized α = .93.
Procedure
We first announced the study to team captains during a preseason league organizational meeting. Team captains were told that the study examined the relationship between various team characteristics and team performance. Interested team captains provided their team name and contact information. The league allocated a single 1-hour practice for each team approximately 1 week before the first game of the season, during which we arranged to administer the TMM questionnaire. The questionnaire was completed either immediately before or after their practice in the practice area and took approximately 15 minutes to complete. At the end of the season, the management of the community league provided us with team performance information. , yielded a marginally significant relationship with performance (r = .36, p < .10), whereas coefficient alpha showed no relationship with performance. Contrary to our expectations, TMM accuracy did not correlate significantly with performance. Thus, the consensus measure, r wg j ( ) * , was found to be the TMM index most related to team performance. Hierarchical regression analysis, depicted in Table 2 , further revealed that neither accuracy nor consistency accounted for variance in performance, and when entered as a separate block, the TMM agreement index, r wg j ( ) * , accounted for an additional 14% of the variance in team performance over and above the two other TMM indices.
Results
Discussion
Limited research has been devoted to developing TMM measures and to testing their utility in field settings (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994; Kraiger & Wenzel, 1997; Mohammed et al., 2000) . This study specifically examined the utility of a new strategic TMM measurement technique using action teams performing in a real environment. Comparison of two TMM similarity indices and one TMM accuracy index indicated that TMM similarity, as measured by the agreement index, r wg j ( ) * , was most predictive of team performance.
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Implications and Contributions
These results have important implications and contributions for TMM measurement, research, and practice. First, the results showed that the new strategic TMM measurement method could be used as a predictor of team performance in a field setting. Although the relationship with performance was marginally significant, the goal of predicting performance over the course of a full season was quite lofty. Furthermore, results indicated that having shared (as measured by an agreement index), rather than similar or consistent (as measured by a reliability index), strategic knowledge resulted in better team performance. Thus, by examining interrater agreement and reliability indices as measures of TMMs, we were able to specify the meaning of the term similarity in this research study. It is important to note, however, that the extent to which team members need to share similar information may vary as a function of the type of information examined. Although we found that teams need to share similar team-level strategic information, they may need to retain different declarative and procedural information pertaining to their individual roles in the team.
Although we have used a context-specific critical situation for the TMM measure in this research, the TMM measurement technique presented in this study can be used to develop TMM measures for more context-generic settings. For instance, following the steps described in the Method section, a generic teamwork TMM measure can be 316 ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH METHODS designed by using teamwork experts. A similar approach was recently taken by Eby et al. (1999) to measure context-and team-generic TMMs, teamwork expectations. This research goes beyond the work of Eby et al., however, by examining reliability, accuracy, and agreement. The practical utility of such TMM measures depends on several factors, including the cost of using SMEs and the extent to which the measure can be reused. The more context-and team-generic such TMM measures are, the broader their application. Furthermore, this measurement technique can also be used to assess more scenarios to capture the full domain of situations that a team might face. Thus, this TMM measurement methodology is flexible and can be used in different settings for different purposes. Unlike results obtained in laboratory settings (Marks et al., in press; Mathieu et al., 2000) , we found that TMM accuracy did not significantly relate to team performance. These results suggest that when discussing strategic TMMs, there may not be one accurate representation. Rather, accuracy is based on team-specific knowledge, which may vary across teams. For instance, if the teams studied in our research had formal coaches, accuracy of team members compared to their coach might have yielded different results. A related possibility is that the SMEs whose ratings were used to assess TMM accuracy shared a different frame of reference than the one shared by most of the teams studied in this research. However, TMM accuracy scores were quite high, suggesting that such an explanation is unlikely. It is also possible that TMM accuracy is more precisely assessed in laboratory settings than in field settings. Specifically, strategies for effective team performance may be easier to quantify in laboratory settings, in which experimenters control such factors as environmental demands, team design, and task structure. Another explanation for the lack of relationship between TMM accuracy and team performance may be the restricted variance on the accuracy measure (SD = 0.18). Clearly, more research is needed to better understand the nature and utility of both TMM similarity and TMM accuracy.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Several limitations to this research need to be addressed. First, we did not compare the utility of strategic TMMs to other forms of TMMs (e.g., declarative and procedural TMM). In addition, our TMM measure focused on TMM content and not on TMM structure (Mohammed et al., 2000) . Kraiger and Wenzel (1997) encouraged researchers to examine multiple TMM constructs, but they also argued that "different [TMM] measures may be valuable for different applications" (p. 80). Although we believe that our strategic TMM measure is valuable for the setting of this study, a more comprehensive comparison of multiple forms of TMMs is needed before concluding which TMM measure is of greater importance in which team setting. Nevertheless, we presented a new measurement technique for assessing strategic TMMs, which may allow for a more accurate comparison between different TMM forms. Moreover, future applications of this new TMM measurement technique could assess different aspects of TMM not examined in this study.
Second, our application of the measurement technique attempted to assess strategic TMMs. However, our specific measure could be improved by incorporating the sequence of behaviors that a team might take and assessing the full domain of situations that a team might face. Further use of this technique across different teams should consider expanding the technique to assess the complete domain of TMMs.
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Several methodological limitations also deserve attention. We examined the new TMM measurement technique in an athletic setting, which may limit the generalizability of our findings to organizational settings. Athletic teams have limited interaction (1 game per week for a total of 10 to 14 games), gender homogeneity, and secondary membership (members have other main responsibilities). However, these teams do share some similar characteristics (e.g., task interdependence, longevity) to action teams in other organizational settings, such as military and surgical teams . Therefore, results from this study may generalize to other settings in which action teams function. Furthermore, we were unable to obtain complete participation by all team members for each team in this research, and we had a small number of teams participating in the research. One limitation of conducting research in a field setting is the difficulty of capturing all members of each team and capturing a large number of teams. Not having all team members complete the measure poses a potential treat to the validity of our findings. Future research in the area of team research needs to consider the importance of obtaining all team members' perceptions.
Future research should examine the applicability of the strategic TMM technique developed in this study in other contexts using different types of teams (e.g., topmanagement teams, aviation crews) and different levels of context-specific scenarios. Furthermore, although this research focused only on TMM content, it is possible that statistical methodologies such as multidimensional scaling would allow researchers to use this TMM measure to assess TMM structure. Although work on such use of our TMM methodology was beyond the scope of this article, future research should examine this possibility.
Researchers should also evaluate the unique contribution of strategic TMMs to team effectiveness relative to other TMM aspects and types (Kraiger & Wenzel, 1997) and relative to other team processes such as team efficacy, team cohesion, and team goals (e.g., Durham, Knight, & Locke, 1997) . Furthermore, research should examine the mediating role of team processes between TMMs and performance as such relationships have been uncovered in recent TMM research (see Mathieu et al., 2000) .
Research should also examine the importance of having strategic TMMs that are adaptive in environments of different levels of complexity (e.g., Marks et al., in press ). To score high on the strategic TMM similarity measure used in this study, members had to not only share strategic information pertaining to a single team scenario but also share shifts in TMM ratings across different team scenarios. Thus, our study demonstrated the importance of considering the adaptability of the team members' mental models as a component of a strategic TMM. Based on this study and on findings by Marks et al. (in press ), it appears that shared strategic TMMs are especially crucial for effective team performance in adverse situations, in which teams need to adjust their behavior to match new situational demands. Our research captured some elements of adaptability by examining a sample of scenarios in which sharing strategic TMMs across scenarios is important. However, future research in this area should specifically examine adaptability with regard to (a) the change of TMMs under different environmental conditions, (b) the appropriateness of the change (i.e., was it an accurate change), and (c) the sharedness of the change among team members.
Finally, research should focus on how TMMs develop over time. Such research should determine the malleability of various types of TMMs and what factors contribute to TMM development. Marks et al. (in press) found that team performance, effec-tive leader briefings, and team interaction training positively influenced changes in TMM similarity and accuracy. Future research should examine whether these findings generalize to other settings and whether other factors (e.g., familiarity with team members, relevant experience of team members) that were not captured in this research also influence the development of various forms of TMMs.
In conclusion, this study provides team researchers and practitioners with a new measurement technique for assessing strategic TMMs. Although initial findings with regard to the utility of this method are promising, more research is needed to evaluate the generalizability and applicability of this technique to other team settings. We hope this research stimulates additional TMM research and allows for more accurate and comprehensive assessment of TMM constructs.
APPENDIX Strategic Team Mental Model Measure
It is HALF TIME in the championship game of the basketball league. Your team is down by TWENTY-FIVE points. If you win this game your team is champion of the league. If not, then the team you are playing is champion.
Using the scale below, your task is to indicate the effectiveness of each of the following potential actions given the situation described above. Please give a rating for each action. 
Notes
1. Male and female teams did not differ on any of the variables used in this study. In addition, gender did not affect the correlations reported on in this study. Therefore, it was appropriate to combine male and female teams in our analyses.
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